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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

At some point, most individuals have been involved m 

a romantic relationship that has ended. Specifically, 

college age individuals often use their youncj adulthood to 

test the waters of the dating pool. According to a study of 

college students by Knox, Zusman, and Nieves (1998), 82e o£ 

the respondents reported that they had been in love; 58-o 

were currently in love; and 70% had been in a relationship 

that had ended. In addition. Tang and Zuo (2000) reported 

that 90% of males and 88% of females in their sample had 

had their first dating experience by the age of 16. Also, 

approximently 50-o of males and 53% of females reported 

going steady by the age of 16. 

Clearly, relationships during young adulthood are 

ubiquitous. However, these relationships are often 

accompanied with breakups. Many young couples are ill-

equipped when dealing with the dissolution process. 

Specifically, many individuals have not developed the 

skills to make the post-relationship relationship positive, 

or even tolerable. This skill deficit may be a result of 

limited post-dissolution research. In particular, there is 



a need for research that analyzes all facets of the 

dissolution process. It is the purpose of this study to 

further investigate the dissolution process by examining an 

individual's attachment style, the disengagement strategy 

used during the dissolution, perceived goodwill of the 

other, and the overall satisfaction of the current 

relationship. 

As a result of further disengagement research, 

scholars could define the most effective disengagement 

strategies in order to maintain positive interactions after 

a romantic relationship has ended. While some JT.OI 1 ege 

students can avoid contact with the ex-partner, it would be 

advantageous if a positive relationshij) could be maintained 

so that the social network would not have to be disrupted. 

It would be in the best interest of all parties to examine 

how to have the most satisfying post- relationship 

relationship. Although some researchers have emphasized 

that personality characteristics and interactional history 

(Ambert, 1989) determine the jDOSt-relationshi_p, it ma_y be 

that other variables such as goodwill, attachment, and 

disengagement strategies will provide a more complete 

explanation of the post-relationship. 



For the purpose of this study, the term post-

relationship relationship will be used synonymously with 

the term post-dissolutional relationship. These 

relationships will be defined by the communication and 

interaction (or lack thereof) of the partners after the 

romantic relationship has ended. 

The current study will first provide a rationale for 

the research. In Chapter II, a review of literature will 

provide a theoretical background for the study- Next, 

Chapter III will discuss the methods employed. Chapter IV 

will examine the results and findings. Last, Chapter V will 

highlight the discussion and the limitations of the 

research. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Attachment Theory 

According to attachment theory "human beings are 

endowed with an 'attachment behavioral system' that was 

designed by evolution to assure a person's - especially a 

young child's - proximity to a caregiver who provides 

assistance or protection in times of need" (Shaver, Belsky, 

& Brennan, 2000, p.25). Although every person possesses an 

'attachment behavioral system, ' the quality of the 

attachment varies from individual to individual. 

Communication scholars have begun to incorporate 

attachment to better understand interpersonal phenomena. In 

particular, attachment theory is now being used to explain 

adult relationships. However, attachment theory is rooted 

in the area of childhood development. Initially Bowlby 

(1969) developed the theory in order to understand how 

children become attached to their caregivers. Ainsworth, 

Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) expanded Bowlby's ideas and 

developed three theoretical styles of style. The styles are 



generally referred to as secure, anxious/arrLOivalent, and 

avoidant. 

Although attachment theory initially had only three 

categories, once Hazen and Shaver (1987) applied attachment 

theory to adulthood, Bartholomew (1990) identified four 

prototypes of adult attachment styles. These protot^ypes are 

based on two dimensions; self-worth and other's worth. The 

self-worth dimension represents persons' feelings about 

themselves as love-worthy. The others' worth dimension 

represents a person's views of others and relationships 

with others in general (Krahl & Wheeless, 1997). The four 

prototypes are: secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and 

fearful. 

First, an individual who is securely attached reports 

high self-worth dimension and high on the others' worth. 

Individuals with a secure attachment generally display a 

positive self-esteem. This style tends to be the result of 

warm, responsive interactions with family and friends 

(Bartholomew, 1990). Bartholomew argued "the dimensions of 

self and other models are conceptually parallel to the 

higher-order constructs of individuation and connectedness" 

(p. 165). 



An individual who is characterized by a preoccupied 

attachment tends to report low self-worth, and high on the 

others' worth dimension. According to Bartholomew (1990), 

this style is characterized by an "insatiable desire to 

gain others' approval, and a strong feeling of 

unworthiness" (p. 163). In other words, a preoccupied 

individual tends to seek out close relationships and have a 

tendency to 'smother' their partners. Preoccupied 

individuals are overly dependent on others. 

The third prototype is the dismissing style. 

Dismissing individuals report high self-esteem, but low on 

the others' worth dimension. Dismissing individuals have a 

positive image of themselves, but do not hold others' in 

high regard. According to Bartholomew (1990), the 

dismissing style represents and individual's "attempt at 

deactivating the attachment system all together" (p. 164). 

Dismissing individuals tend to place great emphasis on 

independence and view close relationships as unimportant 

and peripheral in their life (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 

1991). 

The last prototype is the fearful attachment style. 

Individuals who are fearful score low on both the self-

esteem and view of others' dimensions. The primary 



difference Joetween the dismissing style ana the fearfu^ 

style IS the notion that fearful mdividuaxs actually 

desire intimacy, but are afraid of rejection. A fearful 

person "desires social contact and intimacy, but 

experiences pervasive distrust and fear of rejection" 

(Bartholomew, 1990, p. 164). 

Attachment and Disengagement 

Past researchers have found significant relationships 

between an individual's attachment style and the type of 

disengagement strategies used during relational 

dissolution. Krahl and Wheeless (1997) found that 

individuals with secure attachment styles were more likely 

to engage in positive-toned disengagement strategies. 

Furthermore, individuals with preoccupied attachment styles 

were more likely to perceive the disengagement as positive-

toned. Also, Krahl and Wheeless found that individuals with 

fearful attachment styles were most likely to use 

behavioral de-escalation during relational dissolution (p. 

183). However, contrary to intuition, Krahl and Wheeless 

did not find a significant relationship between dismissing 

attachment styles and the use of avoidance strategies (p. 

184) . 
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As illustrated, attacliment theory has been used to 

describe many interpersonal phenemona. However, previous 

studies have not examined the role that attachment has when 

assessing an individual's perception of a relational 

disengagement strategy. Previous research has only 

predicted what strategies certain attaclurient types were 

likely to use. Above all, this study will increase the 

scope of the attacliment research by analyzing how 

attachment plays a role in the perception of the goodwill 

of another based on their choice of a disengagement 

strategy. However, first the history of disengagement 

research will be analyzed. 

Relationship Dissolution 

Past models have described the events that occur 

during romantic relationship dissolution. First, Knapp 

(1978) presented a five-stage model of relationship 

disengagement. The first stage is differentiating, in which 

the partners exacerbate their differences. The next stage 

is circumscribing. During this stage, the couple decreases 

communication exchange and information sharing. Third, 

stagnating is characterized by the lack of experimentation. 

The fourth stage is avoidance, where the couple avoids 



contact and communication. The last stage is termination. 

During this stage, the couple proclaims a public exit from 

the relationship. 

Next, Duck (1982) developed a model of dissolution 

with four phases: intrapsychic, dyadic, social, and grave-

dressing. During the intrapsychic phase, each partner 

privately assesses the relationship and the possible 

alternatives. During the dyadic phase, partners swing from 

romantic repair and romantic dissolution. When couples 

enter the social phase, they have decided to end the 

relationship. As a result, the couple begins to announce 

the breakup publicly to their families and social 

networks. Last, during the grave-dressing phase couples 

begin coming to terms with the breakup (Duck, 1982). 

A third model for ending relationships is the theory 

of relationship trajectories (Baxter, 1984). The theory is 

represented as a flow-chart of decisions and their 

outcomes. According to the theory, there are six critical 

features that contribute to the relationship trajectories. 

The critical features are: (1) the gradual versus sudden 

onset of relationship problems; (2) the unilateral versus 

bilateral desire to exit the dissolution; (3) the use of 

direct versus indirect actions to accomplish the 



dissolution; (4) the rapid versus protracted nature of tne 

disengagement negotiation; (5) the presence or absence of 

relationship reconciliation attempts; (6) the final outcome 

of relationship termination vs. relationship continuation 

(Baxter, 1984). 

Social exchange theory has also been adapted to 

describe relationship dissolution (Kelly & Thibaut, 1978). 

According to the model, relationships are terminated when 

the costs for staying in the relationship outweigh the 

possible rewards or benefits for continuing the 

relationship. Interdependence theory claims that people 

assess their comparison level (CL) and comparison level for 

alternatives (Clait) when deciding between staying in or 

leaving a relationship (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). 

The final model of romantic relationship dissolution 

is the cascade model (Gottman & Levenson, 1992). According 

to the model, there are four sub-processes of the cascade 

model: complain/criticize, contempt, defensiveness, and 

stonewalling. First, one partner begins complaining about 

the relationship. As a result of the criticism, contempt 

begins to build between the partners. As the contempt grows 

stronger, both parties behave defensively and eventually 

avoid contact with one another. The couple has then began 
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the stonewalling phase, which occurs when partners actively 

avoid one another (Gottman, 1994). 

Although considerable research on relational 

disengagement has been conducted, researchers have 

primarily examined the strategies that people employ to 

initiate the breakup of their relationships (Baxter, 1979; 

Cody, 1982). In addition, researchers have identified 

disengagement strategies used in the breakup process based 

on partner attributes (Baxter & Philpott, 1981; McCrosky, 

1982; Rubin, Peplau, & Hill, 1981; Tanita, 1980), the 

nature of the relationship (Baxter, 1982; Cody, 1982), and 

the combination of partner and relationship attributes 

(Harvey, Weber, Yarkin, & Stewart, 1983). In spite of the 

advances in understanding the break up process, the aspect 

of the long-term effects of disengagement still remain 

unexplored. However, past research has adequately defined 

the strategies. 

Disengagement Strategies 

The conceptualization of disengagement strategies 

types began within the context of social exchange theory 

and symbolic interactionism (Kimmel, 1979). Baxter (1979) 

then identified thirty-five disengagement strategies from 
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open-ended questionnaires. Baxter determined that these 

strategies could best be catagorized as directness vs. 

indirectness and self-oriented vs. other-oriented. However, 

Baxter (1979) focused primarily on friendship dyads. Later, 

Baxter (1982) identified four strategies that partners may 

use to terminate their friendship or romantic 

relationships. 

First is Withdrawal/Avoidance, in which the partner 

avoids direct confrontation during the dissolution. Next, 

Baxter (1982) identified positive tone strategies. These 

strategies are characterized by the disengager's affective 

concern for the others. The third strategy identified was 

the Manipulative Strategy in which a third party is brought 

in to tell the partner that the relationship is over. The 

Manipulative Strategy also included threatening the partner 

or convincing the partner that the break-up was just 

temporary. The final strategy identified by Baxter (1982) 

was the Openness strategy. This strategy is typified by a 

disengager's willingness to openly state his/her desire to 

end the relationship. In other words, the disengager is 

completely honest about his/her intentions concerning the 

relationship. 

12 



Cody (1982) used cluster analysis to replicate 

Baxter's (1979) original findings and further identify the 

dominant disengagement strategies within an intimate 

relational context. As a result of these studies, five 

general types of disengagement strategies emerged. 

Behavioral de-escalation. This strategy is also known 

as a withdrawal/avoidance tactic. It is characterized by 

contact avoidance without explanation. As Banks, Altendorf, 

Greene, and Cody (1987) hypothesized, the "reluctance to 

face one's partner during disengagement is likely to occur 

when the level of intimacy and self-disclosure in the 

relationship are low and when there is little commitment to 

the other's well-being" (p. 23). 

Negative identity management. This strategy is 

characterized by, in a sense, being "rude." The disengager 

states a desire to disengage without explanation. Or, if 

explanations are given they have nothing to do with the 

other's feelings. Furthermore, the disengager may blame the 

other. Banks et al.(1987) hypothesized that negative 

identity management would most likely be used if the 

partner is "perceived as constraining and undesirable" (p. 

24) . 



Justification. Justification includes an explanation 

of the person's reasons for the termination of tne 

relationship. In most cases, the disengager will provide 

justification for the "full" termination of the 

relationship (Krahl & Wheeless, 1997). Therefore, the 

disengager rarely presents the opportunity of eventual 

reconciliation. As Banks et al. (1987) explained: 

Although reasons and rationalizations are given in the 
justification strategy, the initiator of the breakup 
does not address the feelings and face the needs of 
the partner. This strategy is likely to be used when 
the partner is perceived as having faults or as 
constraining the disengager. (p. 24) 

De-escalation. During de-escalation, the disengager 

explains the advantages of changing the relationship and 

alludes to resuming the relationship in the future. For 

example, the disengager may claim that he/she "needs some 

space" or time away from each other. De-escalation is more 

likely when disengagers intend on remaining friends after 

the breakup (Banks et al., 1987). This strategy appears 

most often when one partner desires a more serious 

relationship than the other partner. This strategy may also 

be used when external pressures, such as family or friends, 

are constraining the relationship (Baxter, 1982; Baxter & 

Philpott, 1981; Duck, 1981) . 
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Positive tone. Disengagers who employ tnis strategy 

attend to the feelings of the partner in order to avoid 

ending the relationship on a ^sour note.' Banks et al. 

(1987) claimed: 

Showing overt concern for the feelings of the partner 
is likely to occur only in the context of the highest 
degree of positive relationship characteristics. It is 
less likely to be selected when the partner is seen to 
have faults or when the disengager feels constrained 
by the partner's interest in a closer relationship, 
(p. 25) 

In addition, past research has offered explanations 

for specific disengagement strategies based on perceived 

trust (Dion &. Dion, 1975; Rubin, 1970) , dyadic adjustment 

(Spainer, 1976; Lewis & Spainer, 1979), and network overlap 

(Albrecht et al., 1983; Peplau & Perlman, 1982; Schneider, 

1984). However, previous studies have not analyzed the 

notion of "goodwill." Specifically, previous research has 

not examined how an individual who is being broken-up with 

feels about the disengager based on the disengagement 

strategies employed and the disengagee's current attachment 

style. 

Although the understanding the break up process has 

advanced, the aspect of the long-term effects of 

disengagement strategy choice still remain unexplored. 

Specifically, research needs to explore how individuals 
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that are disengaged from feel about their partner after the 

relationship has been terminated based on the disengagement 

strategy that the disengager used. In other words, past 

research does not predict how the disengager and the 

disengaged will feel after a strategy is employed. When 

disengagement strategies and the concept of goodwill are 

examined together, more information about the aftereffects 

of the disengagement can be examined. 

Goodwill 

Recently, McCroskey and Teven (1999) reexamined the 

notion of ethos and source credibility. Specifically, they 

claim that the notion of "goodwill" has been ignored in 

contemporary studies. They argue that by assessing the 

perceived goodwill of a source, one can better understand 

how a receiver feels about that source. This concept was 

first exemplified in a study by McCroskey (1992) that 

examined students' perceptions of their teachers. McCroskey 

best summarized this construct in the following: 

Both the goodwill and intention-toward receiver 
conceptualizations are represented in the current 
"caring" construct. We certainly are going to listen 
more attentively to a person who we believe has our 
best interests at heart than to one we think might be 
wanting to put one over on us. (p. 110) 
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McCroskey (1992) went on further to suggest that tnree 

elements equate perceived caring in an individual. These 

elements are: understanding, empathy, and responsiveness. 

Understanding. According to McCroskey and Teven (1999, 

understanding is defined as the following: 

Understanding is knowing another person's ideas, 
feelings, and needs. Some people seem to "get the 
point" when we conimunicate with them. They seem to 
know what we are talking about, what we are tninking. 
Others seem to be less sensitive to our communication. 
They do not recognize it when our feelings are hurt, 
when we have a problem, or when we need their help, 
(p. 92) 

Empathy. Empathy is one person's identification with 

another person's feelings. It is defined by McCroskey and 

Teven (1999) as: 

Behaviors indicating that one person not only 
understands the other's views, but accepts them as 
valid views, even if he or she does not agree with 
those views. When we someone exhibiting such goodwill 
toward us we feel closer to them because we perceive 
them as caring about us. (p. 92) 

Responsiveness. Responsiveness is defined by one 

person acknowledging another's communication efforts. This 

can be evaluated by the time and attentiveness of the 

response. In addition, responsiveness includes the degree 

in which it appears that the other is listening intently to 

our conversation. 
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Although McCroskey and Teven (1999j have emphasizeu 

the importance of the concept of goodwill and source 

credibility, the concept has not been applied to the 

context of romantic relationships. The current study will 

expand the traditional concept of goodwill by examining its 

role in the dissolution of personal relationships. 

Specifically, this study will analyze how perceived 

goodwill influences an individual's overall satisfaction of 

the post-dissolutional relationship. 

Post-Relationship relationships 

Although relatively little is know about the 

friendship (or relationship) between ex-partners, these 

relationship are common. Wilmot, Carbaugh, and Baxter 

(1985) found that 61% of their sample reported that they 

were currently friends with an ex-partner. 

While a handful of studies have examined the post-

dissolutional relationship, most are qualitative in nature. 

Masheter and Harris (1986) conducted a case study of one 

couple using a dialectical perspective of relationship 

development. The authors found that post-dissolutional 

relationships fluctuate between the opposite forces of 

stability/change and intimacy/detachment. Masheter (1997) 



later studied the components of the post-dissolutionai 

relatj-onship using three couples. Specifically, it was 

determined that mutual romantic intentions (or lack there 

of) were essential to maintaining the friendship. 

In addition, Schneider and Kenny (2000) examined the 

differences between cross-sex platonic friends and ex-

romantic partner friends. It is suggested that the 

relationship between ex-romantic partners is qualitatively 

different from a platonic cross-sex friendship. According 

to Schneider and Kenny (2000), "The friendship between ex-

romantic partners is a distinct type of relationship that 

appears to be different from a platonic relationship" (p. 

454) . 

In light of the importance of understanding post-

relationship relationships, there is still not a 

comprehensive explanation predicting the likelihood of a 

positive post-dissolutional relationship. Studies have 

examined the impact of gender (Hill, Rubin, & Peplau, 1976; 

Pogrebin, 1987), prior friendship before the romantic 

relationship (Lee, 1984; Metts, Cupach, & Bejlovec, 1989), 

and even disengagement strategies (Banks, Altendorf, Green, 

& Cody, 1987; Metts et al., 1989). However, past studies 

have not examined the influence of personal relationship 
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schemas (attachment style), dissolutional communicative 

behaviors (disengagement strategies), and the overall 

perception of goodwill. 

Summary and Research Questions 

Overall, literature examining styles of attachment, 

disengagement strategies, perceived goodwill, and post-

dissolutional communication has been examined. As shown 

previously, attachment can offer numerous insights into an 

individiual's perception. In particular, attachment can be 

used to explain how individuals react to romantic 

relationships. In addition, the disengagement strategy 

literature explains the most common breakup scripts, and 

how these scripts are perceived by others. Next, the 

literature has analyzed the importance of the concept of 

goodwill and perhaps the applicability of the goodwill 

measurement. Last, communication satisfaction was analyzed 

because it is important to measure how ex-partners feel 

about one another after the relationship has ended so that 

prescriptive advice for positive post-relationship 

relationships may be developed. 

It is the contention of the study that the combination 

of these variables will add to a more complete 
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understanding of the post-relationship relationship. 

Therefore, the following research questions are p^sed: 

RQl: To what extent is the reported use of specific 

disengagement strategies related to participants' 

perceived goodwill of the other? 

RQ2: How are disengagement strategies related to 

communication satisfaction? 

RQ3: What is the relationship between perceived 

goodwill and communication satisfaction? 

RQ4: How do attachment styles differ on perceived 

goodwill and communication satisfaction? 

RQ5: Does the sex of the participants contribute to 

differences between attachment, perceived goodwill, 

and communication satisfaction? 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

S amp1e 

The participants in this study included two hundred 

twenty-eight (N - 22 8) students enrolled in communication 

studies classes at a large southwestern university. The 

participants were asked to voluntarily complete a 

questionnaire about a relationship in which their ex-

partner had initiated the break-up. If participants had not 

been broken-up with, they were asked not to fill out the 

questionnaire. The average age of the participants was 20.7 

(SD = 2.6), ranging from 18 to 40 years old. One hundred 

eleven participants were male and 112 participants were 

female. Five participants did not report sex. The frequency 

of class was as follows: freshman = 50, sophomore = 64, 

junior = 57, senior = 52, and graduate student = 2. The 

average length of the reported relationship was 13.8 

months. The frequency of reported attachirient styles was: 

secure - 88, avoidants = 56, preoccupied = 35, and fearful 

= 46. 



Design 

There were four parts of tne questionnaire. First, tne 

participant reported what attachiuent style loest exemplified 

them at the time of the dissolution of their last long-term 

relationship. Next, the participant determined the 

disengagement strategies used by their partner during their 

last long-term relationship. Third, the participant 

reported the perceived goodwill of the other during the 

dissolution of their last long-term relationship. The last 

part of the questionnaire asked participants to answer 

items pertaining to the satisfaction of coirmunication in 

the post-relationship relationship. 

Measurement 

Attachment Styles were measured by asking participants 

to ranK how well a brief description represented their 

feelings according to Bartholomew's (1990) four attachment 

style prototypes (see Appendix A) . Using these prototypes, 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) reported inter-rater 

reliabilities with alpha coefficients ranging from .87 to 

.95. Reliabiiites could not be measured m this study 

because participants were not re-tested on the attacliment 

style questionnaire. 



Disengagement Strategies were measured using a LiKert-

type questionnaire made of disengagement strategies 

developed by Cody (1982;. The participants answered 

questions using a scale ranging from one to five, with 1 = 

"He/she never did or said this;" 2 = "He/she might of 

done/said this;" 3 = "I don't know;" 4 = "He/she probably 

did/said this;" 5 = "He/she definitely did/said this." Five 

disengagement strategies were assessed (positive tone, 

negative identity, avoidance, justification, and de-

escalation) (see Appendix B). Cody (1982) originally found 

the measure's reliability to be alpha = .72. The reported 

reliability in this study was alpha = .60. The reliability 

was rechecked to ensure accuracy of the alpha score. 

Goodwill was assessed using McCroskey and Teven's 

(1999) Likert-type measurement of goodwill. The goodwill 

measure was originally used to assess the perceived ethos 

or goodwill of a speaker, but for the purpose of this 

study, items were worded to reflect an interpersonal 

situation. McCroskey and Teven found an alpha of .85. In 

this study, the reliablity of the measure was alpha = .55. 

The items on the questionnaire were checked for proper 

coding to ensure that the alpha score was accurate. 
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Post-relatioiiship talk was measured using an altered 

version of Hecht's (1978) interpersonal communication 

satisfaction inventory. Tne survey was used to actermine 

how satisfied the participant was with the talk of the 

post-dissolutional relationship. The items were reworded to 

reflect the last conversation that the participant had with 

his/her ex-partner. Hecht (1978) reported the alpha 

coefficients of the measure to be between .72 and .92, even 

when the items were modified. In this study, the reliablity 

of the measure was alpha = .90. 

Data Analysis 

Research Question One was analyzed using Pearson's 

product moment (two-tailed) correlation to determine what 

the relationship between perceived goodwill and the 

disengagement strategy employed during the breakup. 

Research Question Two was analyzed using Pearson's 

product moment correlation to determine the relationship 

between disengagement strategies and interpersonal 

communication satisfaction 

Research Question Three was answered using Pearson's 

product moment correlation to determine the relationship 
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between perceived goodwill ana interpersonal communication 

satisfaction. 

Research Question Four was analyzed ubing two one-way 

ANOVAs. The first one-way AlxfOVA was used to determine now 

attachment styles contribute to an individual's perception 

of goodwill. The next one-way A1\I0VA assessed how attachment 

styles contribute to an individual's satisfaction with a 

conversation with his/her ex-partner. 

Research Question Five was answered using a 4 

(attachment) x 2 (sex) factorial ANOVA to determine whether 

or not sex differences were contributing to the results of 

the study. In essence the factorial analysis was used to 

determine if the findings were more of a function of 

attachment differences than a function of sex differences. 

This chapter has provided the descriptive details of 

the population studied and offered a detailed account of 

the methodology and design. The next chapter will present 

the results of the study. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Research Question One asked how the use of 

disengagement strategies was related to goodwill. The 

disengagement strategy, positive tone, was inversely 

correlated with perceived goodwill (r = -.22, p < .01). De-

escalation was also inversely associated with perceived 

goodwill (r = -.18, p < .01). Avoidance was directly 

related to the perception of goodwill (r = .45, p < .01) 

(see Table 4.1). 

Research Question Two examined the relationship 

between goodwill and interpersonal communication 

satisfaction. Overall an inverse relationship was found 

(r = -.43, p < .01). In essence, as communication 

satisfaction increased, perceived goodwill decreased. 

Research Question Three examined how interpersonal 

communication satisfaction, and disengagement strategies 

were correlated. A significant relationship was found 

between comnLunication satisfaction and the use of positive 

tone disengagement strategies (r = .25, p < .01). 
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An inverse relationship was found between coirimunication 

satisfaction and avoidance (r = -.27, p < .01) (See table 

4.1) . 

Research Question Four asked how each attacliment style 

differed on the perceived goodwill and interpersonal 

communication satisfaction scales. ANOVAs were employed to 

analyze the differences. 

The analysis of variance revealed a main-effect 

between groups on attachment and interpersonal 

communication satisfaction (F = 9.45, df ^ (3, 221), 

p < .001). Tukey's Post-hoc tests revealed that secure 

individuals were significantly different than avoidant, 

preoccupied, and fearful individuals when reporting 

communication satisfaction. However, avoidant, preoccupied, 

and fearful individuals did not differ from one another 

(see Table 4.2). 

An additional analysis of variance assessed the 

difference between goodwill and attachment styles. A main-

effect was found between groups (F = 6.32, df = (3, 223), p 

< .001) . 
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Table 4.2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Attaclriment Style 
Communication Satisfaction 

M SD 

Secure 90.35 , 13.91 

Dismissing 82.17^ l2.ij 

Preoccupied 79.98^, 15.13 

Fearful 78.87^ 14.93 

Note. Means with common subscript "a", "b", and "c" are 
different at the .05 level. N = 225 



Table 4.3 

Means and Standard Deviations fwi Attachment Style on 
Goodwill 

M SD 

Secure 19.58 , 5.78 

Dismissing 20.57, 4.99 

Preoccupied 24.45^ ., 6.92 

Fearful 22.43^ 7.02 

Note. Means with common subscript "a", "b", and "c" are 
different at the .05 level. N = 227 
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Post-hoc analyses revealed that preoccjpied individuals 

were significantly different than secure, avoidant, ana 

learful individuals. In addition, fearful individuals were 

significantly different than dismissing individuals (see 

Table 4.3) . 

Research Question Five was asked to determine whether 

sex was a confounding variable in this study, an additional 

factorial ANOVA was conducted [4 (attachment) x 2 (sex)]. 

It was found that there were no significant differences 

between males and females reporting specific attachment 

prototypes. In addition, males and females scored similarly 

on the perceived goodwill and interpersonal communication 

satisfaction measures. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this study revealed numerous insights 

on the dissolution process of a romantic relationship. 

First and foremost, there is a relationship between how the 

relationship ended, and how the individual feels after the 

breakup. In addition, an individual's attachment style 

plays a part in how he/she feels about the ex-partner after 

the relationship has been terminated. This chapter will 

analyze and explain the implications of these results. 

Goodwill and Disengagement 

The first research question revealed that goodwill is 

correlated with disengagement strategies. Specifically, 

goodwill is inversely associated with the use of positive 

tone strategies. This is an interesting result because it 

seems to be counter-intuitive. Positively toned messages 

generally include items such as "I'm very, very sorry," or 

"I care very, very, much for you." One would think that 

these messages would be soothing during the breakup 

process, instead of resulting in negative goodwill toward 

the other. However, it could be the case that these 



messages have become cliche. In essence, tiiey have become 

part of the breakup script. According to Baxter (1962), the 

breakup script is ubiquitous in our society. "The LreaKing 

up of a relationship is a phenomenon known to most and 

dreaded by all" (p. 223). 

Perhaps, positive toned messages are perceived as 

generic and insincere. Therefore the message seems 

impersonal and not indicative of a deep relationship. The 

result is a negative perception of the other. Also, it may 

be the case that the positively toned message and the 

breakup message are contradictory. For example, when an 

individual says, "I care for you very, very much," yet also 

says "I don't want to be with you," the receiver is likely 

to be confused about which message to believe. As a result 

of this confusion, the receiver may decide that since the 

sender is ending the relationship, he or she cannot care 

for them very, very much, but instead is trying to pacify 

him/her to ease the pain of the situation. 

Goodwill was also inversely correlated with de-

escalation strategies. De-escalation strategies generally 

include statements that try to move the relationship to an 

impersonal level with statements like, "let's just be 

friends, and if we want to get back together, we will." It 
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seems logical that this strategy would be perceived as 

negative. Similar to the perception of positively toned 

messages, the use of a de-escalation strategy may be 

perceived as an empty promise. In essence, the statement 

"let's just be friends," has become part of the breakup 

script that many individuals fear. It is likely that the 

receiver perceives de-escalation strategies as an insincere 

soothing technique to aid in the ease of the dissolution. 

The strongest correlation found was between goodwill 

and the avoidance disengagement strategy. Interestingly, 

this correlation was direct (r_ - .45, p < .01) . As the use 

of the avoidance strategy increases, so does the perceived 

goodwill for the other. This result seems to contradict 

what is considered an appropriate breakup script. The 

avoidance strategy is characterized by the disengager 

avoiding contact with the other, and basically exiting the 

relationship without explanation. This result may be an 

example of facework. Facework was first defined by Goffman 

(1967), as variety of communicative devices that help 

prevent interactants from losing face (both their own and 

others'), and restoring face if lost. Goffman also 

identified the concept of "avoidant facework," which would 



include practices sucn as steering a conversation away from 

hurtful or embarrassing topics. 

Politeness theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987), may also 

explain the correlation between the avoidance strategy and 

perceived goodwill. According to politeness theory, 

facework consists of two types of face: negative face and 

positive face. Negative face refers to an individual's 

desire to be free of imposition and restraint. To respect 

another person's negative face is to avoid imposing on 

their time, or resources. Positive face refers to an 

individual's need to have his/her attributes and qualities 

appreciated. According to Metts (1997), the avoidance 

strategy may meet the needs of the dissolutional couple 

because, "by avoiding a disengagement episode, the 

disengager also protects his or her negative face (will not 

have to explain feelings or resist reconciliation attempts 

by partner) and his or her positive face (avoids possible 

accusations or recriminations from partner)" (p. 386). 

It may be the case that this strategy actually 

maintains the self-esteem or face of the disengagee. Since 

the couple never discuss what went wrong in the 

relationship (or what is wrong with the disengagee), the 

failure is not realized all at once. The disengagee 



gradually realizes that the relationshxp is over. In 

addition, just as some couples are asked to take a trial 

separation, the effects of avoidance can be favorable. In 

essence, couples Vvho breakup using avoidance are able to 

circumvent some of the emotionally charged arguments that 

can result in a damaged perception of goodwill. 

Goodwill and Communication Satisfaction 

The next significant correlation occurred between 

goodwill and interpersonal communication satisfaction. The 

two variables were indirectly correlated. This result also 

seems counter-intuitive. In a culture that values that 

"communication is the key," one would assume that increased 

communication would result in increased goodwill. However, 

this correlation may be a result of the questionnaire. The 

questionnaire asked the participants to report the last 

conversation that he/she had with his/her ex-partner. It 

may be the case that the conversation was emotionally 

charged, and the participant was satisfied with the 

conversation, but still felt negatively about his/her ex-

partner. In essence, the ex-couples dealt with sensitive 

issues that may have allowed the participants to vent 

his/her anger which made them satisfied with the 



conversation, however he/she may not have felt good aPwut 

the other. On the other hand, this result could oe 

associated with tiie avoidance result discussed previously. 

In essence, avoiding contact and conversation contributes 

to positive perceived goodwill for the other. 

It is important to note that there is a time variable 

that may be contributing to the relationship between 

goodwill and communication satisfaction. The questionnaire 

asked participants to report on how he/she felt about the 

other at the time of the breakup. Then, the participants 

were asked to indicate how satisfied he/she was with the 

last conversation that occurred. As a result, some couples 

may have had adequate time to distance themselves from the 

disengagement, while others could have recently ended the 

relationship. Although the relationship between goodwill 

and communication satisfaction is interesting, future 

research needs to examine the time variable to ensure that 

the results are consistent. 

Communication Satisfaction and Disengagement 

The last correlation occurred between interpersonal 

communication satisfaction and positive tone and avoidance 

disengagement strategies. First communication satisfaction 



was positively related to positively toned messages. In 

other words, when the participant perceived tne breakup 

strategy as positive toned, he/she was satisfied with the 

last conversation that he/she had with his/her ex-partner. 

In addition, interpersonal communication satisfaction was 

negatively correlated with avoidance strategies. If the 

participant perceived the breakup as avoidance, then the 

participant reported less coirmunication satisfaction. 

The correlation between goodwill and disengagement 

strategies and the correlation between interpersonal 

communication satisfaction and disengagement strategies 

seem to contradict each other. However, the conclusions 

that are drawn from these results are quite interesting. 

Perhaps, it is the case that avoidance is necessary for 

positive perceived goodwill, but detrimental for 

communication satisfaction. Although the correlations are 

quite intriguing, only future research can uncover the 

intricacies of the results. 

Attachment and Goodwill 

The results of Research Question Four provide evidence 

for a relationship between specific attachment styles and 

goodwill. In addition, a main effect was found between 
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attachment styles and interpersonal communication 

satisfaction. 

First, post-hoc tests revealed that individuals with a 

reported secure attachment style were significantly 

different than preoccupied, and fearful individuals. 

Specifically, secure individuals scored lowest on the 

perceived goodwill scale. In addition, dismissing 

individuals were significantly different than preoccupied 

individuals. This finding remains partially consistent with 

the characteristics of the attachment prototypes defined by 

Bartholomew (1994). It would be expected that preoccupied 

individuals would score highest on perceived goodwill for 

the other because, generally, preoccupied individuals have 

a low esteem for themselves, but a high esteem for others. 

However, it is surprising that secure individuals scored 

the lowest on the perceived goodwill scale. According to 

past literature, one would expect the secure individuals to 

score above the avoidant individuals and perhaps the 

fearful individual, because secure individuals generally 

feel good about themselves and good about others. 

As an explanation for this finding, it may be the case 

that the secure attachment style is not as completely 

polarized on the concern for self and the concern for 

41 



others continuum. Perhaps, for the secure, the concern for 

one' 3 uwn esteem is greater than the concern for the 

other's esteem. Therefore, the secure individual who is 

broken up with reports lower levels of perceived goodwill 

in order to preserve that attacliment style. 

Attachment and Communication Satisfaction 

The next between-subjects main effect that was found 

occurred between attachment style and interpersonal 

communication satisfaction. Unlike perceived goodwill, 

secure attacliment styles scored highest on the 

interpersonal communication satisfaction scale. Secure 

attachment styles were found to be significantly different 

from individuals with avoidant, preoccupied, and fearful 

attachment styles. In other words, secure individuals were 

the most satisfied with the last conversation that he/she 

had with his/her ex-partner. Although the nature of the 

conversation is unknown (as will be discussed later in the 

limitation section), some conclusions can be inferred from 

the results. First, it may be the case that secure 

individuals are more skilled at communicating his/her 

feelings, resulting in higher communication satisfaction. 

Next, it may be the case that the high self-esteem that 



characterizes most secure individuals makes them less 

susceptible to negative conversations. Last, it may be the 

case that the secure is more likely to have moved on from 

the relationship and is better equipped to navigate post-

relationship conversations without becoming emotionally 

charged. Once again, future research must delve into the 

intricacies of the results to fully understand the 

implications. 

Attachment, Goodwill, Satisfaction, and Sex 

Males and females did not differ when reporting 

certain attachment styles. In addition, males and females 

did not report significantly different scores on the 

goodwill or communication satisfaction measure. This result 

has interesting implications. Often pop culture authors 

(Gray, 1992; Tannen, 1990), try to exacerbate sex 

differences in order to explain away relational ills. In 

this case, sex has nothing to do with how ex-partners are 

perceived. The debate between scholars who believe that 

significant sex differences exist and scholars who believe 

that differences do not exist, is beyond the scope of this 

study. However, this study does provide a case where an 
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individual's sex does not add to the understanding of the 

breakup process. 

Limitations 

Although this study did aid in the understanding of 

the relationship between attacliment styles, disengagement 

strategies, goodwill, and communication satisfaction, som̂ e 

limitations were encountered. First the conuriunication 

satisfaction measure did not ask participants to describe 

the conversation that he/she was reporting on. The 

conversations could have been short and pragmatic or long 

and emotionally charged. Clearly, the content of the 

conversation would alter whether or not the participant was 

satisfied with the conversation. 

Next, this study was limited because the attachment 

measure used in the survey was not a continuous measure. 

Future research should analyze attachment as a continuous 

measure so that more thorough tests can be used to examine 

the relationship between the variables. 

The third limitation of the study is the reliability 

of the goodwill measure. Although McCroskey and Teven 

(1999) reported an alpha of .85, the reliability in this 

study was .55. It may be the case that the application of 
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the measure was flawed. Specifically, the original goodwill 

measure asked multiple participants to report his/her 

perception of goodwill on one individual speaking. In this 

case, multiple participants were asked to report his/her 

perception of goodwill on multiple individuals who were in 

romantic relationships. Perhaps the goodwill measurement 

should not be used to measure interpersonal contexts. It 

may also be the case that the placement of the goodwill 

measurement contributed to the low reliability- Often 

participants reported middle scores (i.e., all 4's) for 

each of the goodwill items. 

Another reliability limitation was the disengagement 

strategies. The reported reliability in this study was 

alpha = .60. It is most likely that the relatively low 

reliability was due to the items not being mutually 

exclusive. For example, many participants scored equally on 

the perception of multiple disengagement strategies. As a 

result, the tests that were used to analyze the 

associations between the disengagement strategies and the 

other variables were limited. Future research should 

further examine whether or not the categories can become 

mutually exclusive. 
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The last limitation is a result of using a convenience 

sample. Particularly, the age of the sample iimats the 

study. Although the age of participants ranged from 18 to 

40, the average age of the respondents was just above 20. 

As a result, the results of this study cannot be 

generalized to older adults. In addition, the average 

length of the relationships reported on was just over 13 

months. Clearly, many marriages last much longer than 13 

months. However, the purpose of the study was to analyze 

relationships that occur between young adults. The results 

are not meant to be generalized to other populations. 

In addition, it could be the case that age is the most 

significant contributing factor. Specifically, the 

participants' age may be what makes him/her respond to the 

disengagement strategy the way that they do. 

Developmentally, one would assume that older adults would 

be better equipped to deal with rejection and the loss of a 

loved one. Future research needs to include all age groups 

when examining relationship dissolution. 

Conclusion 

Although the results of this study were modest, tiie 

heuristic value is extensive. First and foremost, 
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attachment does play a part m the perception of gooawill 

and overall satisfaction with the communication that occurs 

after the romantic relationship has been terminated. Next, 

the results can offer some prescriptive advice for couples 

that may be on the verge of breaking up and want to 

maintain goodwill toward the other. These couples would be 

warned against using positively toned messages, and engage 

in avoidance techniques. However if the couple plans on 

communicating extensively after the relationship, then 

avoidance techniques are discouraged. 

In the future, research should further examine a 

number of concepts based on the results of this study. 

First, the length of the relationship needs to be 

considered. Research should assess whether or not 

relationships that are relatively short or relatively long 

should be tested for differences. Next, future research 

should determine whether or not perceived goodwill is 

influenced by the age of the participants. Specifically, do 

older adults respond to disengagement situations 

differently than younger adults? In addition, do older 

adults report the same type of disengagement strategies 

than do younger adults? 
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Future studies should also examine tiie nurrber of 

relationships that an individual has had. It may be the 

case that individuals who have had numerous breakups will 

respond differently than individuals who have had only a 

few serious relationships in his/her life. Future research 

should examine why the relationship ended in association 

with the attachment, disengagement, and perceived goodwill. 

In essence, research should examine if the relational 

transgression that ended the relationship has anything to 

do with how the ex-partners currently feel about one 

another. 

Last, future research should provide more prescriptive 

advice for divorced couples or couples with children. 

Clearly, it would be advantageous to expand our 

understanding of the relationship dissolution process in 

order to prevent negative situations within the family. 

Perhaps if ex-couples were better equipped to deal with the 

dissolution, the children would not have to encounter as 

many detrimental effects of the divorce. 

Although most couples do not plan the type of breakup 

or post-dissolutional relationship that they want to have, 

the information in this study can be useful. At one time or 

another most individuals have faced a breakup, or will 
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encvî unter one. Hopefully, the results of this study can 

make that process a little less complicated and perhaps 

less painful for both parties. 
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APPENDIX A 

E'ARTICIPAlslT SURVEY 

Elease check the description that best characterized you 

during the last long-term relationship that your partner 

chose to end. Although more than one category may identify 

you, please check 1_ that best described you. 

It was relatively easy for me to become 

emotionally close to my partner. I was comfortable 

depending on him/her and having him/her depend on me. I 

didn't worry about being alone or being accepted by my 

partner. 

I was comfortable without a close emotional 

relationship. It was very important to me to feel 

independent and self-sufficient, and I preferred not to 

depend on my partner or have my partner depend on me. 

I wanted to be completely emotionally intimate 

with my partner, but I found that my partner was reluctant 

to get as close as I would have liked. I am uncomfortable 
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being without close relationships, but I sometimes worry 

that others don't value them as much as I value them. 

I was somewhat uncomfortable getting close to my 

partner. I wanted an emotionally close relationship, but I 

found it difficult to trust my partner completely, or to 

depend on him/her. I sometimes worry that I would be hurt 

if I allowed myself to become too close to him/her. 

Think back to the last long-term relationship that your 

partner ended. For each statement think about whether you 

made a statement similar to the one in the question and 

circle the number closest to your opinion on the 5-point 

scale, with 1= He/she never did/said this, 2= He/she might 

of done/said this, 3= I don't know, 4= He/she probably 

did/said this, 5= He/she definitely did/said this. 

1. He/she told me that he/she was very, very sorry about 

breaking off the relationship. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. He/she told me that he/she was going to date other 

people and that I should date others also. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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3.He/she fulxy explained why he/she felt aj.ssatisf led 

with the relationsnip, that it hasn' t been grcwing ar.a 

that he/she believed we would both be happier if we 

didn't date anymore. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. He/she told me that there should be mutual love and 

understanding in a relationship and that at the moment, 

he/she didn't feel as close as he/she should. He/she 

then said that he/she thought we should lay off awhile and 

see if we wanted to get back together, and if we wanted to 

get back together, we will. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. He/she didn't say much of anything, he/she avoided 

contact with me as much as possible. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. He/she told him/her that he/she regretted very much 

having to break off the relationship. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. He/she told me that life was too short and that we 

should date other people in order to enjoy life. 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. Without explaining his/her intentions to break off the 

relationship, he/she avoided scheduling future meetings 
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witn me. 

X 2 3 4 5 

9. He/she told me that he/she cared very, very much for 

me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. He/she fully explained how he/she felt and that he/she 

wanted to break things off. He/she explained that a 

relationship was no good unless it makes both people happy 

and he/she wasn't happy, and he/she I didn't want to date 

anymore. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11.I said that I was really changing inside and I didn't 

quite feel good about our relationship anymore. I said that 

we'd better stop seeing each other. 

12. I told him/her that I needed to be honest with him/her 

and suggested that we break it off for awhile and see what 

happens. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. I never verbally said anything to the partner, but I 

discouraged our seeing each other again. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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13. I told him/her that I wanted to Pc nappy ana that 

should date otiier people. 

1 2 3 4 : 

14. I told him/her that while I was happy most of the time 

I sometimes felt that I can't do all the things I wanted 

to. I then said that we should call it quits for now and if 

we wanted to get back together we will. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Indicate how you felt about your partner at the time 

he/she was breaking up with you. 

He/'oiic c a i e d dUuuL iiie 1 .i J 4 o u / He/Siie uxan ' L cuife abuuL me 

He/Sne nad my i n t e r e s t s a t h e a r t l z J 4 b 6 / He/She d i d n ' t nave my i n t e r e s t s a t h e a r t 

Mi/..-i-,i v,-i.=; .=,c^",'--:f---t'^r-d 1 ? '- J f 6 " --/.-Vi-.i v.-i.= •-. - - s . ^ " - - - A : - * c r c ~ 

h e / o a t •..'ii cor.ceri 'iea v.-ita me i ^ o 4 5 c 7 ne/6he v.'ii, no t cor.cerr.eci v.-it.-i me 

rie/dne was i n s e n s i t i v e i i 3 4 5 6 ~ He / she was s e n s i t i v e 

He/She was n o t u n d e r s t a n d i n g 1 ^ J 4 b b / He/She was u n d e r s t a n d i n g 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to investigate your 

reaction to the most recent conversation that you had with 

your ex-partner. Please indicate the degree to which you 

agree or disagree that each statement describes this 

conversation. Please circle your answer based on the 5-
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point scale with 1 being "Strongxy agree" and 5 oemg 

"Strongly disagree." Please circle only one number per 

question. 

STRCNGLY AGREE 1 2 3 4 5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

1. My ex-partner let me know that I was communicating 

effectively. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Nothing was accomplished when I talked to my ex-partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I would like to have another conversation like this one. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. My ex-partner genuinely wanted to know about me. 

1 2 

5. I was very dissatisfied with the conversation 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I had something else to do while I was in the 

conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I felt that during the conversation I was able to present 

myself as I wanted my ex-partner to view me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. My ex-partner showed me that he/she understood what I 

said. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I was very satisfied with the conversation. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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10.My ex-partner expressea interest m what I said, 

X ^ Jl 1 o 

11.I did not enjoy the conversation. 

12. My ex-partner did not provide support for what he/she 

was saying. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I felt I could talk about anything with my ex-partner. 

14.We each got to say what we wanted. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15.1 felt we could laugh easily together. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16.The conversation flowed smoothly. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17.My ex-partner changed the topic when his/her feelings 

were brought into the conversation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18.My ex-partner frequently said things which added little 

to the conversation. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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19.We talked about something I was not interested in. 

What was the length of tne relationship in montns; 

Are you: male female (circle one) 

Are you a: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 
Grad student Other (circle one) 



APPENulX a 

DESCRIPTION OF ATTACHMENT STYLES 

Attacliment Style 

Secure 

Dismissing 

Preoccupied 

Fearful 

Description 

It is relatively easy for he/she 

to become emotionally close to 

others. 

He/she is comfortable without 

close relationships. It is 

very important to feel 

independent and self-sufficient. 

He/she wants to be completely 

emotionally intimate with 

others, but often finds that 

others are reluctant to get as 

close as he/she would like. 

He/she is uncomfortable without 

a close relationship. 

He/she is uncomfortable getting 

close to others. He/she wants an 

intimate relationship, but finds 

it difficult trusting or 

depending on others completely. 
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APPENDIX C 

DISENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

Behavioral De-escalation 

1. I didn't say anything to the partner, I avoided contact 

with him/her as much as possible. 

2. Without explaining my intentions to break off the 

relationship, I avoided scheduling future meetings with 

him/her. 

3. I never brought up the topic of breaking off the 

relationship, I just never called the person again and 

never returned any of his/her calls. 

4. I never verbally said anything to the partner, but I 

discouraged our seeing each other again. 

Negative Identity Management 

5. I told him/her that I was going to date other people and 

that I thought she/he should date others also. 

6. I told him/her life was too short and that we should 

date other people in order to enjoy life. 

7. I told him/her that I though we should date around and 

left it at that. 
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8 . I told him/her that it was the bcst tnmg for ooth of 

us, tnat we neeu more tiKie to date others and tnat I 

wanted to be sure to find the right person. 

9. I told him/her that I wanted to be happy and that we 

should date other people. 

10.I said that I thought we might ruin our relationship axl 

together if we didn't start dating around a little 

because I was not happy-

Justification 

11.I fully explained why I felt dissatisfied with the 

relationship, that it hasn't been growing and that I 

believe we will both be happier if we didn't date 

anymore. 

12.1 said that a good relationship meets the needs of bpth 

people and that ours wasn't meeting my needs/ I said 

that I didn't want to change him/her and I would have to 

if he/she were going to meet my needs. So I don't think 

we should see each other anymore. 

13.1 fully explained how I felt and that I wanted to break 

things off. I explained that a relationship was no good 

unless it makes people happy and that I wasn't happy and 

that I didn't want to date anyuiore. 
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14.1 said that I was really changing inside ana I aidn't 

quite feel good about our relationship an;y'iriGre. I said 

that we'd better stop seeing each other. 

15.1 honestly conveyed my wishes not to date anymore. 

16.1 fully explained my reasons for why we shouldn't see 

each other anymore. 

De-escalation 

17.1 told him/her that there should be mutual love and 

understanding in a relationship and that at the moment I 

didn't feel as close as I should. I then said that I 

think we should lay off awhile and see if we wanted to 

get back together. If we wanted to get back together, we 

will. 

18.1 said that we have become too dependent upon each other 

and have nothing individual to offer to this 

relationship and that if we take a period of time to do 

other things we would be capable of continuing the 

relationship in the future. 

19.1 said that we are very close and that we shouldn't be 

anything but open and honest. If one is not happy, then 

the other wouldn't be happy either. I think the best 

thing for us is to let things cool off for awhile and 

see if we want to continue. 
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20.1 told him/her that I needed to be nonett v;itri hha/her 

and suggested we break it off for awhxle and see; what 

happens. 

21.1 told him/her that while I was happy most of the time I 

sometimes felt that I can't do all the things I wanted 

to. I then said that we should call it quits for now and 

if we still wanted to get back together we will. 

22.1 said that the relationship was becoming a strain on me 

and that we're just going to call it off for now. Maybe 

someday we can get back together and things will work 

out. 

Positive tone 

23.1 told him/her that I was very, very sorry about 

breaking off the relationship. 

24.x told him/her that I regretted very much having to 

break off the relationship. 

25.1 told him/her that I cared very, very much for him/her. 

26.1 told him/her that I was very scared too and didn't 

want to hurt his/her feelings. 

27.1 tried very hard to prevent us from having "hard 

feelings" about the breakup. 

28.1 tried very hard to prevent us from leaving on a "sour 

note." 
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APPENDIX L 

MCCROSKEY AND TEVEN'3 GOODWILL MEASURE (1999^ 

Instructions: Please indicate your impression of the person 

noted below by circling the appropriate number between the 

pairs of adjectives below. The closer the number is to an 

adjective, the more certain you are of your evaluation 

Cares about me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Doesn't care about me 

Has my interests at heart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Doesn't have my interests at heart 

Self-centered 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not self-centered 

Concerned with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not concerned witji me 

Insensitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sensitive 

Not understanding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Understanding 
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/T.tPcjN'DIX E 

HECHT'S MEASURE OF INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION 

SATISFACTION(1978) 

Instructions: The purpose of this questionnaire is to 

investigate your reactions to the conversation you just 

had. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or 

disagree that each statement describes this conversation. 

The 4 or middle position on the scale represents 

"undecided" or "neutral," then moving out from the center, 

"slight" agreement or disagreement, then "moderate," then 

"strong" agreement or disagreement. For example if you 

strongly agree with the following statement you would 

circle 1. 

The other person moved around a lot. 

Agree: 1:2:3:4:5:6:7: Disagree 

1. The other person let me know that I was communicating 

effectively. 

2. Nothing was accomplished. 

3. I would like to have another conversation like this one. 

4. The other person genuinely wanted to get to know me. 

5. I was very dissatisfied with the conversation. 
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6. I had something else to do. 

7. I felt that during the conversation I was able to 

present myself as I wanted the other person to view me. 

8. The other person showed me that he/she understood what I 

said. 

9. I was very satisfied with the conversation. 

10.The other person expressed a lot of interest m what I 

had to say. 

11.I did not enjoy the conversation. 

12.The other person did not provide support what he/she was 

saying. 

13.1 felt I could talk about anything with the other 

person. 

14.We each got to say what we wanted. 

15.1 felt that we could laugh easily together. 

16.The conversation flowed smoothly. 

17.The other person changed the topic when his/her feelings 

were brought into the conversation. 

18.The other person frequently said things which added 

little to the conversation. 

19.We talked about something I was not interested m . 

Note: For items 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, and lb: 

strongly agree = 7, moderately agree = 6, slightly agree = 
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5, neutral = 4, slightly disagree = 3, moderately agree = 

2, strongly disagree - 1. 

For items 2, 5, 6, 11, 12, 17, 18, and 19: strongly 

agree = 1, moderately agree = 2, slightly agree = 3, 

neutral - 4, slightly disagree = 5, moderately disagree ~-

6, strongly disagree = 7. 
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